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My project trials new evaluation methodologies for 
use in public art programs.  
 
Why are public programs so hard to evaluate?  
Why do we need these evaluation methods? 
  
These methodologies will make evaluating programs 
using both creative performance indicators and 
traditional qualitative data possible.  
 
The result will be a toolkit of evaluation instruments 
that consider economic, cultural, participatory and 
audience factors. 
Background 
Evaluation instruments that consider the social and 
cultural animation and economic value of each 
program from the point of view of:  
•  Experts and organisers (artist, curator or 
producer)  
•  Participants (external partners involved in the joint 
planning with the institution, and those who 
actively engage with the public through 
workshops/performances/demonstrations/online 
forums) 
•  Audiences (the general public, who view or 
engage with the online and offline programs) 
•  Funders (the financial backers or source agencies 
that provide the budget for each program 
Stakeholders 
Phase one:   
•  Trialling new evaluation tools 
 
Phase two:   
•  Apply these developed evaluation  tools into 
the Folklife Fesival’s planning process 
Phase three: 
•  Analyse outcomes 
Phases 
•  An active researcher in public history who uses multi-
art form storytelling strategies, including oral history 
and digital storytelling 
•  Chief Investigator on two Research Council Linkage 
projects  
•  Assistant Dean, Research, Commercial, and External 
Relations for Creative Industries Faculty, 2012   
•  Research consultancy partnerships with: State Library 
of Queensland; Queensland Museum; Sunshine 
Coast Regional Council, Bundeburg Regional 
Council; Rockhampton City Council; Gold Coast City 
Council, Brisbane City Council; Museum of Brisbane; 
Qld State Government; QAHC;  FKP pty ltd, 
Queensland Writer’s Centre, Arts Queensland; Urban 
Land Development Authority (ULDA) 
•  3C Regional Writing project: NEOGEOGRAPHY (2011) 
Expertise 
Direct: 
 
•  Employing locals 
•  Works that connect with local audiences  
•  community outcomes for the not-for-profit cultural 
sector  
•  revenue from related online content; and 
•  increased private investment in the sector 
Evaluating what? 
Indirect: 
 
•  Cultural connection and 
wellbeing: 
  
•  Creativity and social innovation 
  
•  Regional Branding 
 
Evaluating what? 
Stakeholder impact 
Primary 
•  Aims and goals 
Secondary 
•  changed community perception  
•  improved social interaction  
•  stronger sense of local identity 
•  increased partnerships/relationships  
•  arts development 
Tertiary 
•  Long term economic outcomes  
•  Value adding innovation to other local important 
economic activities  
•  Educational outcomes 
Cardwell example 
Outputs: 
•  2 x digital stories* 
•  6 x filmed interviews* 
•  Photographic collection* 
•  10  x oral history interviews (transcribed) 
•  Photographic collection from the 
community (>1000 images) 
All in low and high res, audio and video and 
documented on spreadsheet with full 
permissions and concents (and ethical 
clearance) 
Outcomes: 
•  Numerous! (see 3, 6,7&8) 
 
The benefits of a combined 
approach 
 
•  Enables sharing of practical knowledge 
and innovative ideas for planning and 
policy making  
•  Provides data for the design, 
implementation and evaluation of projects/
partnerships 
•  facilitates community participation and 
inclusion  
•  establishes a method that in itself builds 
community and organisational capacity 
and skills  
•  contributes to community and economic 
development and the growth of social 
capital. 
Benefits of evaluating  
• enhance the capabilities of cultural institutions, local 
council, state government, as well as community 
groups and organisations in Queensland  
• ensure that money spent on initiatives that are likely 
to have greater impact  
• help inform the planning of public programs 
• improve evaluation methodology 
